Of course, what really made Darwin so challenging was that by the late nineteenth century his theory of organic evolution was the scientific consensus. That is to say, American Protestants had no choice but to reckon with Darwinism. For many Protestant intellectuals, clergy, and laypersons, this was not an enormous obstacle. That is, and in keeping with previous Christian responses to scientific developments, many Protestants adjusted their understanding of the Bible and their theology to accommodate Darwin's ideas.
But a significant minority of late nineteenth-century American Protestants responded quite negatively to Darwin, and would not or could not adjust their understanding of the Bible and its authority to fit the theory of organic evolution. 1 They were bolstered in their resistance by the doctrine of inerrancy. Inerrancy was developed in the late nineteenth century by Princeton theologians in response to the advent of historicism (or, higher criticism), which -in its determination to examine the Bible as any other historical text would be examined -raised questions about the errors and inconsistencies in the text and highlighted the ways in which aspects of the biblical narrative seemed to involve borrowings from other cultures. In contrast, inerrancy emphasized that the original biblical "autographs" are the infallible, errorless product of the Holy Spirit's guidance. While the texts and translations that we have may have a few errors, they are, so it is claimed, so few and so minor that we can trust the Bible that we have as the Word of God.
As such, the Bible is factually accurate in all that it has to say, including when it speaks on history and science. long period of time, that it was very difficult to imagine that the actions described for each of the days could have been completed in discrete 24-hour periods, and that the "seventh day" has not actually ended (and thus is obviously not a 24-hour day). 
Q -You do not think that?
A -No. But I think that it would be just as easy for the kind of God we believe in to make the earth in six days as in six years or in 6,000,000 years or in 600,000,000 years . . . .
Q -Do you think those were literal days?
A -My impression is that they were periods. 8 While the gap and day-age theories held sway until the middle of the twentieth century, after the 1950s many or most old Earth creationists have held to some version of "progressive creationism," a term popularized by Bernard Ramm in his 1954 book, The Christian View of Science and Scripture. As articulated by Ramm, the six days of creation are not 24-hour days (as in the gap theory), nor are they tied to six particular geological epochs (as in the day-age theory).
Instead, "creation was revealed in six days, not performed in six days. [That is], the six days are pictorial-revelatory days, not literal days nor age-days." While this approach allows for much time, God still intervenes in creating "root-species," or "kinds," which then evolve into other species; however, this is only "horizontal" evolution (or, "radiation"), 14 To her followers, White's dreams and visions did not merely offer wise commentary on the Bible; they were "on par with the Bible." They spoke God's truth. And one of the truths they spoke was that we live on a very young Earth. White claimed that in her vision, God transported her back to the Creation where she watched as its processes unfolded over the course of a week that was "'just like every other week.'" That is, it consisted of seven twenty-four-hour days. In light of that vision and others, White argued that the Earth was about 6,000 years old (a claim that had by that time been rejected by most evangelicals) and that all signs indicating that the Earth was much older than that could be attributed to catastrophic processes associated with Noah's global flood, which buried the debris from the flood and rearranged the surface of the Earth. 15 For
White and her followers, God's revelation to her of a six twenty-four-hour-day creation was important as it grounded the Seventh-Day Adventists' Saturday Sabbath in the Creation-that God created for six days and rested on the seventh.
Price, along with his widowed mother and younger brother, joined the Seventh-Day
Adventists at about the age of fourteen. Just three years later, he married an Adventist woman and began selling White's books across eastern Canada. Although Price was utterly convinced of White's claims and enjoyed some success at selling her books, he felt called by God to use his own gifts for writing in the cause of White's literal reading of the Genesis account of creation.
Unlike White who was deeply interested in many topics important to a good Christian life including diet, hygiene, and overall health, Price was singularly focused on refuting once and for all geologists' claims that the Earth was millions of years old. 16 Price focused on geology because he was convinced that the whole argument against a special creation rested upon geology's claim for an old Earth. Although his efforts benefitted from little formal training in the natural sciences, Price nevertheless set out to undermine geology's dating of the Earth by constructing an alternate science that assumed a six twenty-four-hour-day creation and a young Earth and that explained all evidence that appeared to the contrary by way of Noah's global flood. 17 On behalf of a young Earth, Price attacked the method he said geologists used to date the Earth. According to Price, geologists dated the Earth by dating rocks according to the content of the fossils contained within them. And they dated fossils by reference to their location in the geological column. Price argued that this reasoning was circular. In addition, he challenged the notion that rocks and fossils had been deposited in a sequential manner over millions of years to form the geological column. Instead, he argued that the processes of Noah's global and catastrophic flood sorted the debris it produced. Since smaller creatures surely died first in the flood, their remains were deposited most deeply. By contrast, larger creatures, including man, headed for the hills to avoid the floodwaters and, thusly, left their skeletons and fossils on higher ground. In addition to forming the fossil record, he argued, the flood also carved out the Grand Canyon, "piled up" the mountains of the Alps and the Himalayas, and transformed great forests into expansive coal deposits. 18 Later, Price attacked the notion that the location of a fossil amidst a certain layer of rock could indicate the age of the fossil. He did this by pointing to layers of strata that appeared identical yet were identified by geologists through the fossil record as being of vastly different ages. By
Price's reasoning, since fossils in and of themselves offer no guarantee of the age of the matter they appear within and since the strata appeared to be identical, one must reject geology's claim that their formation was separated by millions of years. Instead, one must conclude, as one's direct observation would indicate, that the apparently identical strata were created at the same time. 19 In short, Price argued that the geological column provided no concrete evidence of an old
Earth and, further, that there was no evidence to establish the millions of years required for the processes of evolution. Thus, Price concluded, his arguments undermined not only the possibility of evolution but also Darwin's entire argument regarding the origin of species. In so doing, he believed he had restored the Bible to its proper status-as the one literally true account of the Creation, which justified the Saturday Sabbath as a living memorial of a historical event. Notably, both had direct ties to Morris. Although the founders of CRS expressed significant differences about flood geology and its ability to account for the signs of an old Earth, they nevertheless dedicated the CRS to the twin projects of producing real scientific research and science textbooks on behalf of a literal reading of the Creation story. 25 Likewise, the founders of ICR dedicated it to scientific research and education on behalf of a biblical creation. Despite their earnest intentions for real scientific research that would prove a biblical creation, neither organization managed to produce it. On the whole, mainstream science journals found the research that these organizations produced substantively lacking such that their work, limited as it was, largely went unrecognized and unnoticed. Instead, his focus was always on spreading a simple three-pronged message that the teaching of evolution was evil and that it produced terrific cultural decay, that the first eleven chapters of Genesis spoke directly and literally about the origins of the universe as well as about the proper way to organize society, and that true Christians should join earnestly in an all-out culture war for the soul of America against atheistic humanism. and Politics, when it comes to fundamentalist discourse it is a great rhetorical advantage to present one's "biblical interpretation as 'more literal' than another's." 29 This has certainly been the primary argument young Earth creationists have made when it comes to discounting old Earth creationism. Such an argument has proven to be very persuasive. But it must also be pointed out that -given that there is not one and only one "literal" reading of the Bible -the young Earth creationism of Morris, Whitcomb, and Ham is not likely to be the final word when it comes to reconciling a plain, commonsensical, and literal reading of Genesis with the findings of science.
Given the rules of fundamentalist discourse, it makes sense that what will come next will be an even "more literal" creationism.
Such a creationism is already here, in the form a geocentric creationism that fully accepts the notion that the universe was created in six, twenty-four hour days around 6,000 years ago, but also insists that the sun revolves around a stationary Earth. At the heart of this argument is that it is not enough for creationists to take Genesis literally. They must also take literally Ecclesiastes 1:5 -"The sun rises and the sun goes down, and hurries to the place where it rises" -as well as Joshua 10:12-13:
On the day when the LORD gave the Amorites over to the Israelites, Joshua spoke to the LORD; and he said in the sight of Israel, "Sun, stand still at Gibeon, and Moon, in the valley of Aijalon." And the sun stood still, and the moon stopped, until the nation took vengeance on their enemies. Is this not written in the Book of Jashar? The sun stopped in mid-heaven, and did not hurry to set for about a whole day.
Making the case for a biblical "geocentricity" are books with titles such as He Maketh His Sun to Rise: A Look at Biblical Geocentricity as well as a host of websites, including the wonderfully titled galileowaswrong.blogspot.com. Perhaps the most prominent 21 st -century advocate for an Earth-centered universe is Gerardus Bouw, director of the Association for Biblical
Astronomy and author of a number of books on the topic, including Geocentricity: Christianity in the Woodshed. While old Earth creationists decry the corruption wrought by the acceptance of the theory of organic evolution, and young Earth creationists decry the decadence wrought by the acceptance of evolution and an ancient Earth, Bouw decries the destructive effects wrought by the acceptance of evolution, an ancient Earth, and a heliocentric universe. More than this, he scores "non-geocentric creationists" for their failure to truly take the Bible literally:
